ABSTRACT
WORKAHOLISM, WORK AND EXTRA-WORK SATISFACTIONS, AND PSYCHOLOGICAL WELL-BEING AMONG PROFESSORS IN TURKEY
Although the popular press has paid considerable attention to workaholism (Fassel, 1990; Garfield, 1987; Kiechel, 1989 a,b; Killinger, 1991; Klaft & Kleiner, 1988; Machlowitz, 1980; Spruel, 1987; Waddell, 1993) , relatively little research has been undertaken to further our understanding of it. It should come as no surprise then that opinions, observations, and conclusions about workaholism are both varied and conflicting (Harpaz & Snir, 2003) . Some writers view workaholism positively from an organizational perspective (Korn, Pratt & Lambrou, 1987; Machlowitz, 1980; Sprankle & Ebel, 1987) . Machlowitz (1980) conducted a qualitative interview study of 100 workaholics and found them to be both satisfied and productive. Others view workaholism negatively (Killinger, 1991; Schaef & Fassel, 1988; Robinson, 1998; Oates, 1971) . These writers equate workaholism with other addictions, and depict workaholics as unhappy, obsessive, tragic figures who are not performing their jobs well and are creating difficulties for their coworkers (Naughton, 1987; Oates, 1971; Porter, 1996) . The former might advocate the encouragement of workaholism; the latter would discourage it.
A compelling case could be made for devoting more research attention to workaholism. There has also been suggestions that workaholism may be increasing in North America (Schor, 1991; 2003; Fassel, 1990) . In addition it is not clear whether workaholism has positive or negative organizational consequences (Machlowitz, 1980; Killinger, 1991) . There is also debate on the association of workaholic behaviors with a variety of personal well-being indicators such as psychological and physical health and self-esteem (McMillan, O'Driscoll & Burke, 2003) . Finally, different types of workaholic behavior patterns likely exist, each having unique antecedents and outcomes (Naughton, 1987; Scott, Moore & Miceli, 1991) . The question of whether and how workaholism can, or should be reduced, had also been raised (Porter, 1996; Killinger, 1991; Seybold & Salomone, 1994 ).
The present study of workaholic job behavior builds on previous research as well as extends this work to new areas. A decision was made to use the definition of workaholism put forward by Spence and Robbins (1992) and their measures. Spence and Robbins (1992) defined the workaholic as "a person who is highly work involved, feels compelled or driven to work because of inner pressures, and is low in enjoyment at work@ (p.62).
This research considers potential consequences of workaholic behaviors. More specifically, this study examines the role workaholism plays in work and extra-work satisfactions and psychological well-being, (see Figure 1 ). Four groups of predictor variables were included:
individual demographic characteristics, work situation characteristics, individual and organizational antecedents of workaholism, and workaholism components. Individual demographic characteristics included age, gender and marital status. Work situation characteristics included organizational size and tenure in present job.
Two additional antecedents of workaholism were also considered (see Burke, 1999 Burke, , 2001 . One, an individual difference measure tapped personal beliefs and fears, a measure of attitudes , values and orientation towards one's broader environment (Lee, Jamieson & Earley, 1996) . This measure has been found to predict levels of Type A behavior and aspects of performance (Lee, et. al. 1996) . Robinson (1998) reports a significant positive correlation between his measure of workaholism and a commonly used measure of Type A behaviour. The second, an organizational level measure, assessed perceptions of organizational support of work-personal life balance or imbalance (Kofodimos, 1993) . The fourth block of predictor variables were three workaholism components identified by Spence and Robbins (1992) . Criterion variables included a wide range suggested in the literature (see Burke, 2000a) to be affected by workaholism (e.g. job and career satisfaction, intent to quit, psychological well-being).
Click here to see Figure 1 A study of workaholism among professors in Turkey was undertaken. The initial Spence and Robbins (1992) research involved university professors of Social Work, in the United States, and professors have been found to both work long hours and report considerable job satisfaction. Although only Spence and Robbins have studied workaholism among professors, professors have been included in more traditional work stress research.
This research has considered the relationship of work and family stress and various work, family and health outcomes (Grandy & Cropanzano, 1999) , Type A behavior stress and research productivity (Frei, Racico & Travagline, 1998) , stressful incidents at work (Narryanan, Menon & Spector, 1999) , the stress experienced by academic department chairs (Gmelch & Burns, 1994) and gender differences in work-related stress and burnout (Doyle & Hind, 1998) . In addition to these studies of work experiences and health of professors, several researchers have studied gender differences among professors. These have examined salary (Ashraf, 1996; Gander, 1997; Ginther & Hayes, 1999) , career development and advancement (McDowell, Singell & Ziliak, 1999; Ozbilgin & Healy, 2004) ; levels of job stress (Adeoye, 1991) and job satisfaction (Oshagbemi, 2000; Smith & Plant, 1982) .
Although the early workaholism studies were conducted in North America (e.g., Burke, 1999; Bonebright, Clay & Aikenmann, 2000; Robinson, 1998; Porter, 2001 ) research on workaholism has been conducted in the Netherlands (Buelens & Poelmans, 2004; Schaufeli, Taris & Bakker, 2006; Taris, Schaufeli & Verhoeven, 2004 ), Israel (Snir & Harpaz, 2004 ) New Zealand (McMillan & O'Driscoll, 2004 McMillan, O'Driscoll & Brady, 2004) , Japan (Kanai, Wakabayashi & Fling, 1996; Kanai & Wakabayashi, 2004) , Norway (Burke, Richardsen & Martinussen, 2004; Burke & Mattheisen, 2004) and Australia (Russo & Waters, 2006; Burke, Burgess & Oberklaid, 2002) . The present research carried out in Turkey, reflects an emerging and needed international interest in the topic.
Method

Respondents
Data were collected from 406 professors in Turkey using anonymously completed questionnaires. Table 1 shows the demographic characteristics of this sample. The sample comprised more men than women (60% and 40% respectively), were married (52%), had one or two children (50%), were almost evenly split with half being under 35 years of age and half over 35, about half had steady fulltime jobs while half worked on contract, most were in lower level professorial jobs (39%, as lecturers), most had worked continuously since completing their education (85%), most had worked full-time (73%) about one third had some administrative responsibilities (38%), almost half (46%) taught 16 or more hours per week, most had relatively short job and university tenure (66% had 5 or fewer years of job tenure while 40% had 5 or fewer years of organization tenure). Finally, the majority of professors earned $1000 US per month or less (75% in 2003, 68% in 2004) .
Click here to see Table 1 Procedure The survey was sent as a web page link to 10 universities selected from each of the seven geographical regions in Turkey. Surveys were sent to all academics in every department at these universities. A total of 406 completed questionnaires were returned, representing about a forty percent response rate.
Measures
All measures were translated from English to Turkish using the back translation method.
Personal Characteristics
Five individual demographic characteristics measured by single items were included; age, sex, marital status, parental status and number of children.
Work Situation Characteristics
Seven work situation characteristics measured by single items were included: organizational level, years in present position, years with present university, university size, had ever worked part time, had taken a break in their careers, and currently had administrative duties.
Workaholism Antecedents
Beliefs and Fears
Three measures of beliefs and fears developed by Lee, Jamieson and Early (1996) were used. One, Striving against others ( =.87), had six items (e.g. "There can only be one winner in any situation"). A second, No moral principles ( =.65), had six items (e.g., "I think that nice guys finish last"). The third, Prove yourself ( =.87), had nine items (e.g., "I worry a great deal about what others think of me"). Responses were made on a five-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree, 5 = Strongly agree). A total score was also obtained by combining these three scales ( =.93)
Organizational Values
Organizational values encouraging work-personal life balance and imbalance were measured by scales created by Kofodimos (1993) . Organizational values encouraging balance was measured by nine items (∝ = .72) (e.g., "Setting limits on hours spent at work"). Organizational values supporting imbalance (∝ = .71) was measured by eight items (e.g.; "Traveling to and from work destinations on weekends"). Responses were made on a five-point Likert scale (1 = very negatively valued, 3 = neither positively or negatively valued, 5 = very positively valued). A total balance score was obtained by combining both scales, reversing the imbalance scores.
Workaholism Components
Spence and Robbins (1992) derived three workaholism components on the basis of an extensive literature review: Work involvement, Feeling driven to work and Work enjoyment. Their measures were used in this study.
Work involvement ( =.47) had eight items (e.g. "I get bored and restless on vacations when I haven't anything productive to do").
Feeling driven to work ( =.71) had seven items (e.g., "I often feel that there=s something inside me that drives me to work hard").
Work enjoyment ( =.86) had ten items (e.g., "My job is more like fun than work").
Validating Job Behaviors
Five measures representing potential behavioral manifestations of workaholism were included. Job involvement was measured by an eight item scale (α = .80) developed by Spence and Robbins (1992) . One item was "I am deeply committed to my job".
Time to job was assessed by seven items (α = .80) developed by Spence and Robbins (1992) . An item was "I devote more time to my work than most people".
Job Stress (α = .76) was measured by nine items (e.g., "Sometimes I feel like my work is going to overwhelm me") developed by Spence and Robbins (1992) .
Perfectionism (α = .86) was measured by eight items (e.g., "I can't let go of projects until I'm sure they are exactly right") developed by Spence and Robbins (1992) .
Nondelegation (α = .80) was assessed by seven items (e.g., "I feel that if you want something done correctly you should do it yourself") also developed by Spence and Robbins (1992) .
Work Outcomes
Four work outcomes were considered. Job satisfaction was measured by a seven item scale (α = .83) developed by Kofodimos (1993) . An item was "I feel challenged by my work".
Career satisfaction was measured by a five item scale (α = .84) developed by Greenhaus, Parasuraman and Wormley (1990) . One item was "I am satisfied with the success I have achieved in my career.
Career prospects was measured by a three item scale (α = .42) developed by Greenhaus, Parasuraman and Wormley (1990) . An item was "I expect to advance in my career to senior levels of management".
Intent to Quit (α = .75) was measured by two items (e.g., "Are you currently looking for a different job in a different organization?"). This scale had been used previously by Burke (1991) .
Extra-Work Satisfaction
Three aspects of life or extra-work satisfaction were included.
Family satisfaction was measured by a seven item scale (α = .85) developed by Kofodimos (1993) . One item was "I have a good relationship with my family members".
Friends satisfaction was measured by three items (α = .77) developed by Kofodimos (1993) . "An item was my friends and I do enjoyable things together".
Community satisfaction was measured by four items (α = .75) also developed by Kofodimos (1993) . A sample was "I contribute and give back to my community".
Psychological Well-Being
Psychosomatic Symptoms was measured by nineteen items (α = .87) developed by Quinn and Shepard (1974) . Respondents indicated how often they experienced each physical condition (e.g., headaches) in the past year.
Physical Well-Being was measured by five items (α = .57) developed by Kofodimos (1993) . One item was "I participate in a regular exercise program". Emotional Well-Being was measured by six items (α = .81) developed by Kofodimos (1993) . An item was "I actively seek to understand and improve my emotional well-being".
Results
Analysis Plan
Hierarchical regressions were undertaken in which the four blocks of predictor variables were regressed on the various outcome variables (see Figure 1) . The first block of predictors included personal demographics (N=4).
The second block included work situation characteristics (N=4). The third block were the potential workaholism antecedents (N=2) and the fourth and final block were the workaholism components (N=3). When a block of predictors accounted for a signiifant amount or incement in explained variance (p<.05). Individual measures within these blocks having independent and significant relationships with the outcome variable were identified (p<.05). The first three blocks of predictors served as control variables before examining the relationship of the workaholism components with the various outcome variables. Table 2 presents the results of hierarchical regression analyses in which the four blocks of predictors were regressed on five validating workaholic job behaviors. Only one block of predictors accounted for a significant amount or increment in explained variance on Job Involvement: Workaholism components.
Predictors of Workaholic Job Behaviors
All three workaholism components had significant and independent relationship with Job Involvement. Professors scoring higher on all three also indicated higher levels of Job Involvement; Work enjoyment (β = .56), Feeling driven (β =.29) and Work involvement (β = .09). Two blocks of predictors accounted for a significant amount or increment in explained variance on Time to job: Workaholism Antecedents and Workaholism Components. Professors more strongly reporting organizational values supporting work-family imbalance devoted more Time to job (β = .09) and professors scoring higher on Feeling driven, higher on Work enjoyment and higher on Work involvement devoted more Time to job (β s = .44, .27 and .18 respectively). Two blocks of predictors accounted for a significant increment in explained variance on Job stress: Workaholism Antecedents and Workaholism Components. Professors scoring higher on Feeling driven and those scoring lower on Work enjoyment reported higher levels of job stress (β s = .54 and -.18 respectively).
Both Workaholism Antecendents and Workaholism components accounted for significant increments in explained variance on Perfectionism. Professors reporting organizational values more supportive of work-personal life imbalance indicated greater perfectionism (β = .12). Professors scoring higher on Feeling driven and higher on Work enjoyment also indicated greater perfectionism (β s = .34 and .12, respectively). Only one block of predictors accounted for a significant amount or increment in explained variance on nondelegation: Workaholism Components. Professors scoring higher on Feeling driven also reported more Non-delegation (β = .30).
Click here to see Table 2 Neither personal demographic nor work situation characteristics accounted for a significant amount or increment in explained variance on any of the Workaholic job behaviors. Workaholism components on the other hand accounted for a significant increment in explained variance on all five. Feeling driven to work because of inner needs and Work enjoyment had significant and independent relationships with the majority of the validating workaholic job behaviors. Table 3 shows the results of hierarchical regression analyses in which the four blocks of predictors were regressed on four work outcomes: Job satisfaction, career satisfaction, future career prospects and intent to quit. Only one block of predictors accounted for a significant amount or increment in explained variance on the first three work outcomes: Workaholism components.
Predictors of Work Outcomes
Professors indicating greater work enjoyment also reported greater job satisfaction, career satisfaction and future career prospects (β s = -.24, .40 and .24, respectively). Two blocks of predictors accounted for significant increments in explained variance on Intent to quit; personal demographics and Workaholism Antecedents. Professors reporting organizational values more strongly supportive of work-personal life imbalance and professors scoring higher on the measure of Beliefs and Fears indicated greater intentions to quit (β s = .26 and .21, respectively).
Click here to see Table 3 Predictors of Extra-Work Satisfactions Table 4 shows results of hierarchical regression analyses in which four blocks of predictors were regressed on three measures of extra-work satisfaction: Family, Relationships and Community. One block of predictors accounted for a significant increment in explained variance on Family satisfactions: Workaholism antecedents. Professors scoring lower on the measure of Beliefs and Fears reported more Family satisfaction (β s = .14). Two blocks of predictors accounted for a significant increment in explained variance on Relationship satisfaction; Workaholism Antecedents and Workaholism components. Professors more strongly reporting Organizational values supportive of workpersonal life balance indicated greater Relationship satisfaction (β = .12) and professor reporting greater work enjoyment also indicated greater relationship satisfaction (β = -.16). Finally, only one block of predictors accounted for a significant increment in explained variance on Community satisfaction; workaholism components. Professors scoring higher on Work enjoyment also indicated greater community satisfaction (β = .16).
Click here to see Table 4 Predictors of Psychological Well-Being Table 5 shows the results of hierarchical regression analyses in which four blocks of predictors were regressed on three measures of psychological and physical well-being; Emotional health, Physical health, and Psychosomatic Symptoms. Two blocks of predictors accounted for a significant increment in explained variance on Emotional health: Workaholism Antecedents and Workaholism Components. Professors reporting organizational values more strongly supportive of work-personal life balance, and professors scoring lower on the measure of Beliefs and Fears reported better Emotional health (β s = .16 and -.12 respectively). Professors indicating higher levels of Work enjoyment also reported better Emotional health (β = .17).
Two blocks of predictors accounted for significant increments in explained variance on Physical health: Workaholism Antecedents and Workaholism Components. Professors reporting organizational values more supportive of work-personal life balance reported better Physical health (β = .13) and Profesors scoring higher on Work Enjoyment also reported better Physical health (β = .20). Finally, two blocks of predictors accounted for significant increments in explained variance on Psychosomatic Symptoms: personal demographics and Workaholism Antecedents. Women reported more psychosomatic symptoms than men (β = -.28) and professors scoring higher on the measure of Beliefs and Fears also reported more Psychosomatic Symptoms (β = .17).
Click here to see Table 5 Discussion This study attempted to replicate previous research on the antecedents and consequences of workaholism in a sample of professor in Turkey. As such, it has the potential of adding to our understanding of the extent to which previous conclusions can be generalized to professionals in another country and culture.
Consequences of Workaholism Components
Previous research has shown the workaholism components to be strong predictors of the validating job behaviors and fairly strong predictors of work outcomes, with work enjoyment being the strongest and most consistent predictor, modest and inconsistent predictors of extra-work satisfactions and fairly strong predictors of psychological well being with feeling driven having the strongest (negative) relationship with these indicators.
The findings obtained here were consistent with previous results in some cases but not in others. Consistent findings included the relationship of the workaholism components with the validating job behaviors, the role of work enjoyment in predicting various work outcomes and the role of work enjoyment in predicting extra-work satisfactions. Inconsistent findings were observed in the relationship of the workaholism components and indicators of psychological well-being; work enjoyment emerged as the only predictor of psychological wellbeing among Turkish professors whereas previously Feeling driven to work was found to be the best predictor of these (see Burke, 2000; Kanai, Wakabayashi & Fling, 1996) . Thus, while the findings reported here were generally in line with previous research, the areas of difference were noteworthy. That is, in this sample, work enjoyment was found to have relationships with almost all outcome measures -work, extra-work, and psychological health. These results suggest that the Spence and Robbins workaholism components may have different relationships with particular outcome measures in different professions in different countries. The present conclusions need to be replicated to determine their generalizability.
Practical Implications
Job satisfaction has been shown to influence a wide range of individual and organizational outcomes (Locke, 1976) . In addition, we have considerable understanding of these factors associated with job satisfaction and how to go about improving the workplace to enhance levels of job satisfaction (Katzenbach, 2000; Lawler, 2003) . While this was not designed to be a study of job satisfaction of university professors, university administrators would do well to familiarize themselves with this material and in concert, with the professors, identify those areas needing redress.
Limitations of the study
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